From: Casey, Carolyn

To: craig@cummings.com

Cc: Wainberg, Daniel; Zucker, Audrey; Bruce Hoskins; Gregory Flaherty
Subject: FW: USM Conf call follow-up and BERA WP elements response
Date: Thursday, March 15, 2018 5:08:00 PM

Attachments: response BERA WP elements.pdf

Response to the BERA WP elements letter is attached.

Also, just a few follow up notes from the 3/12 conference call on the progress report
comments.

Regarding the request for advice on how to respond,

e Where the comments stated that further discussion/evaluation may be needed, it is
expected that this will be addressed in subsequent submittals as appropriate.

e EPA does not need revised progress reports. The first comment regarding well
development required discussion prior to additional groundwater sampling so the
additional comments were provided at the same time FYI. The additional comments
were provided now so that they can be addressed as necessary in subsequent submittals.

e You may want to provide a response to comments for the record but some of these
comments would most appropriately be addressed in a data QA/QC evaluation summary
and/or uncertainty discussion (e.g., explanation of the sample temperature issues,
custody seals, incomplete data sets, etc.) contained in the investigation summary
report/risk assessment.

Regarding the comment about the final canister vacuum being closer to negative 7. This is a
rule of thumb provided in discussions with our laboratory personnel. Some available guidance
may specify the ending canister pressure should be between negative 2 and negative 5 inches
of Hg. The most important point here is that the canister pressure should not reach zero.
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March 15, 2018

Mr. Craig Ziady
Cummings Properties, LLC
200 West Cummings Park
Woburn, MA 01801

Re: Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment Work Plan Elements for EPA Review Cummings
Center Beverly, MA

Dear Mr. Ziady:

In response to the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment Work Plan Elements for EPA Review
Cummings Center Beverly, MA, we offer the following comments and guidance for completion
of the ecological risk assessment in accordance with the Administrative Order on Consent
(AOC), Section IX. Paragraph 17.c.(1)(e). (Docket No. RCRA-01-2017-0023).

Please note that this response does not constitute an acceptance or approval of a scope of work,
work plan or QAPP for the ecological risk assessment. Cummings Properties states that “The
purpose of this initial EPA review is to ensure that no major work plan elements are missing and
that EPA agrees with the overall approach.” Based on the specific comments below and EPA’s
comments on the 2012 SLERA, we do have significant concerns about your suggested approach
and would like to engage in further discussions with you with respect to the next steps.

We believe that submittal of a SLERA Work Plan, as advised in the comments on the 2012
SLERA, using the well-developed and widely accepted EPA guidance and process, as well as
EPA Region 1°s RCRA guidance, would be the best and most efficient way to proceed. You are
proposing fairly significant sediment toxicity testing which may or may not answer the necessary
questions (i.e., specific causative agent(s), and a dose-response curve, which may then allow for
cleanup levels to be developed). A fully developed work plan is more likely to result in the
performance of an acceptable study.

In addition, as part of a well-developed work plan, it may be to your benefit to consider using the
chemical information proposed to be gathered here with other models such as EqP for PAHs,
AVS-SEM*toc for metals, ESBs for metals mixtures, etc., to refine the exposure assessment.
Alternatively, if your proposed approach is to remediate the ponds based simply on unacceptable
levels of toxicity detected, then perhaps your proposal makes more sense.
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Given these uncertainties, I’d like to schedule a conference call or meeting after April 11 to
discuss these comments and our comments on the 2012 SLERA.

Specific Comments
Section 3. Sediment Sampling
Paragraph i.

Any disturbance and loss of fines is to be avoided and so when sampling below the surface of the
water, whatever depth, the use of shovels and scoops is not appropriate unless absolutely the last
resort. The proper choice of a sampler depends primarily on the bottom substrate characteristics.
For risk assessment, the most critical component of that sediment sample is the fines that are part
of that vertical profile. The corer, and more specifically the tube, better isolates the sample from
the surrounding water column and best captures that all-important fines component. If sediment
sample locations consist of a finer grained bottom substrate, our recommendation for sediment
sampling it to use a coring technique. For depths less than two feet, a hand held coring tube
often works well. When sampling in deeper depths, use of a weighted gravity corer is best. If
the substrate is not amenable to use of a corer and/or the required sample volume is large, a
dredge is more likely needed. If the substrate is soft or of finer materials, we would recommend
the use of an Ekman Dredge "on a stick" (for use in shallow water i.¢., <1 meter). Ina case
where the water is deeper and the substrate type calls for it, then perhaps careful use of a petit
Ponar type grab sampler is best.’

Paragraph ii.

The use of +/- in defining the number of samples without any type of explanation/justification
can’t be evaluated. Based on the size on the ponds, 5 samples at a minimum in the lower pond
and 10 in the upper pond may be sufficient. If this is intended to be a randomized-sampling
design, then increase the sample number to 10 in the lower pond as well. It is preferable that a
minimum of 10 samples be used so that a 95% upper confidence limit of the mean can be
calculated. If the area being sampled cannot justify the collection of 10 samples then a
justification should be provided as well as what statistic will be used to compare with ecological
no effect and effect benchmarks (i.e., arithmetic or geometric mean).

Paragraph iii.

The acceptability of the use of these analytical methods would depend upon the ability of the
laboratory to achieve the reporting limits (RLs) for the individual constituents of concern
(COCs) to at least meet the analyte and media specific ecological benchmarks. We are assuming
that you will be providing, for EPA review and agreement, the laboratory RLs, ecological no-
effect, and effect benchmarks that you will be using and how you propose to use them for
comparison, calculation of exposure point concentrations (EPCs), and risk interpretation.

Because of the contaminants involved (e.g., metals), sampling for and the analysis of AVS/SEM
and total organic carbon (TOC) should be included.





Paragraph iv.

Regarding off-site (upgradient) background sediment samples, ten samples would be more
appropriate.

You should at least either ask the golf course if you can sample from their pond or find another
pond that would match the physical and local vicinity characteristics of the on-site ponds and so
reflect the general background contributions which may then, through comparison, help
determine site contributions.

Section 4. Toxicity Testing

If you decide to move ahead with toxicity testing, either add or include a sample from a
background location for use as a test reference as 1 of the 10 samples. If not, you don't have a
sample showing background source impacts leaving you with nothing to compare site impacted
samples to.

Before toxicity testing is approved, we caution you that unless you are very fortunate, it is rather
unlikely that the results of the toxicity testing will determine what is causing any effect that is
detected. Depending upon the variability of the sediment medium and assuming the test is run
correctly, what will be detected, if present, is considered a toxic response and if there is a
background sample to compare to, we may at least be able to determine whether the USM
contribution is less or more.

Because there are multiple COCs and contaminant suites involved, that have varying effects on
different benthic macro-invertebrate species, rather than a single species test with H. azteca, the
addition of a second species (i.€., Chironomus dilutus) is recommended.

Please contact me with any questions about these comments, and to schedule a conference call or
meeting for further discussion.

Sincerely,

Carolyn Casey
RCRA Corrective Action Facility Manager

CC: A. Zucker, D. Wainberg, US EPA
R. Knox, J. Miano, MassDEP
B. Hoskins, FSL
G. Flaherty, Cummings Properties
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